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those in Essex highlighted another char-
acteristic which makes this community spe-
cial—the volunteer spirit of its residents. Until
recently, virtually every local official served
without pay and many continue to do so
today. Fires are fought by volunteers, school
playgrounds are built by parents, and elections
are monitored by civic-minded citizens who
never receive a penny for their dedication to
their community. Mr. Richard Gamble summed
up the contribution of Essex’s residents by
saying ‘‘we’re unusually blessed by people
who are not only capable, but willing to spend
the time.’’

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to joint residents
from Essex in celebrating this much deserved
honor. Parochially, I believe every small town
across the Second Congressional District
could qualify for the No. 1 spot. However,
today we celebrate the achievements of this
community and welcome people from across
the country to come join us in America’s No.
1 Small Town—Essex.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE NORTHWESTERN
WILDCATS

HON. SIDNEY R. YATES
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 5, 1995

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, our long, long
wait is over. The Northwestern Wildcats are
going to the Rose Bowl.

The last time Northwestern went to the
Rose Bowl was in 1949, my first year in Con-
gress. Back then we all thought there was a
dynasty in the making; we felt sure the Wild-
cats would play in the Rose Bowl for years to
come. I never dreamed that I’d have to wait
46 years to see this moment again. But I am
a patient man and this victory is well worth the
wait. And knowing both the 1949 team and
our current champions, I feel safe in saying
that the Wildcats, like Congressmen, improve
with age.

Thanks to a dedicated and talented Wildcat
team, the leadership and patience of its
coach, Gary Barnett, and the continuing insist-
ence of Northwestern President Henry S.
Bienen and Chancellor Arnold R. Weber that
a university could simultaneously have aca-
demic and athletic excellence, the Big Ten
Champion Wildcats will be playing in Pasa-
dena on New Year’s Day. These are accom-
plishments which should be celebrated in an
era of athlete factories and degree mill univer-
sities. The Wildcats have the second highest
team average SAT score in all of NCAA Divi-
sion I. Newsweek notes that every one of
Gary Barnett’s players who didn’t transfer to
another school has continued on to gradua-
tion. The Wildcats, with grace and spirit, dem-
onstrated that winning and learning are not in-
consistent.

It is out of this incredible pride that I feel for
Northwestern that I am today introducing a
resolution which recognizes the amazing ac-
complishments of the Wildcats and congratu-
lates them on winning the 1995 Big Ten
Championship and on receiving the coveted
invitation to compete in the 1996 Rose Bowl.

As an old alum from the University of Chi-
cago, I long considered the Wildcats to be bit-
ter rivals. But today, we are all Northwestern
fans.

And regardless of the final outcome of the
game, the Wildcats and all of Northwestern
are winners.
f
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Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I commend to my
colleagues an opinion piece in today’s Wash-
ington Post. Professors Jerry Mashaw and
Theodore Marmor provide a straight to the
point analysis of what maintaining the best
health insurance program in the world, Medi-
care, requires.

REAL TALK ABOUT MEDICARE

Although Medicare reform has been at the
very center of the budget negotiations be-
tween Congress and the administration,
much of the political discussion on this issue
has been about as thoughtful as a food fight.

Republicans have made the claim that
Medicare faces bankruptcy and offered their
‘‘Medicare Preservation Act,’’ cutting $270
billion in projected spending on the program
in order to ‘‘preserve, protect and strength-
en’’ the program. Democrats respond that
this would mean Medicare’s destruction and
that big cuts are unnecessary—except to fa-
cilitate tax cuts for the rich while keeping
the Republican promise to eliminate the def-
icit.

Behind this unilluminating, alarmist de-
bate there are some hard facts that need to
be considered:

Medicare does need fiscal adjustment. A 10
percent annual growth rate in program costs
is simply not sustainable in the long run.
Changes in longevity, medical technology,
cultural conceptions of adequate medical
care, national fiscal capacity and a host of
other factors demand that any long-term
program of medical insurance accept peri-
odic adjustments. Rigid defense of the status
quo is silly. But so is the demand for ‘‘pres-
ervation’’ by complete overhaul. Reformers
should attend to the many small adjust-
ments that really will preserve a highly val-
ued program. They should not search for
some untried one big thing that will ‘‘fix’’
the system for all time.

Talk of the projected ‘‘bankruptcy’’ of the
‘‘trust fund’’ is an unhelpful way to think
about the urgency of Medicare’s financial
problems. The trust fund is an accounting
convention signaling that Medicare’s hos-
pital insurance (Part A) is financed by ear-
marked taxes. If time is needed to make sen-
sible, gradual adjustments in Medicare, the
‘‘fund’’ for Part A can be increased by ex-
tremely modest new taxes or by temporary
transfers from the surpluses in the Social Se-
curity retirement accounts. In any event, no
one is going to wake up some Saturday
morning to find that his hospital coverage
has suddenly ceased because Medicare is
‘‘broke.’’

Costs are not the only problem. For exam-
ple, major elements in the treatment of
chronic disease are not covered by Medicare,
nor are pharmaceutical therapies and long-
term care. These gaps not only ensure that
the program fails to meet important needs of
the elderly and the disabled, they also pro-
mote costly gaming of the system. To get
Medicare payments for nursing home care,
patients must be cycled through hospital
stays, whether needed or not. Personal as-
sistance must be provided by highly paid
nurses, even if the ‘‘medical’’ content of the
care is minimal.

Reform should concentrate on helping
Medicare meet the genuine needs of bene-
ficiaries and avoid artificial boundaries that
cannot, in any case, be policed effectively.
Broadened coverage need not necessarily be
the enemy of cost control and in some in-
stances may be its ally.

Lest this proposal for expanded coverage
suggest we have lost touch with fiscal re-
ality, we must emphasize that the costs of
care may be reduced in many ways. Less ex-
pensive forms of care can substitute for more
heroic interventions. Unnecessary and mar-
ginally necessary care can be lessened. The
amounts paid for particular interventions
can be restrained.

But reformers should remember that Medi-
care administrators have been quite success-
ful at constraining costs when given the
tools and political support to do so. They can
be even more effective in the current con-
text, in which private insurers are doing
similar things. Providers now have nowhere
to hide from system-wide demands for cost
control.

Taxes can be raised. So can premiums.
Anyone who thinks that an earmarked tax
for a popular program can’t be increased
marginally in the current political climate
simply has not been paying attention to
what we have been doing over the past dec-
ade—or to what opinion polls say Americans
will support. On the other hand, there is no
reason that a program originally designed to
prevent financial catastrophe for the elderly
and disabled should use general revenues to
subsidize 80 percent of all their expenditures
for physician services (Part B). Some of
these costs can and should be distributed dif-
ferently. In other words, reform should (and
almost surely will) require some adjust-
ments in current payment arrangements:
who pays, how much and through what types
of levies, charges or deductibles.

Finally, those who are old or disabled—and
also sick—deserve a more patient-friendly
system of health insurance. Offering them a
smorgasbord of private insurance alter-
natives may appeal to those for whom ‘‘pri-
vatization’’ is the presumptive answer to all
questions of public policy. The political and
economic realities, however, are very dif-
ferent.

This type of ‘‘freedom of choice,’’ not of
doctors but of ‘‘plans,’’ would increase the
administrative costs and complexity of Med-
icare while driving most of the old and the
sick to distraction. How it would save fed-
eral dollars remains a mystery. Moreover,
responsible privatization would actually re-
quire massive federal regulation of the insur-
ance industry to try to prevent ‘‘cherry pick-
ing’’ of the better risks and cost shifting be-
tween the Medicare and non-Medicare pa-
tients by insurers covering both.

The earlier proposal for mandatory HMOs
for all generated effective political resist-
ance—and for good reason. Most HMOs have
catered to a quite different and much
healthier slice of the population. Whether
HMOs can serve the elderly and disabled
well, and at reduced costs, is unknown.

Reforming Medicare will be neither simple
nor painless, and wise solutions are unlikely
to emerge from political processes that dis-
tort the real issues and the real alternatives.
President Clinton should veto virtually any
Medicare ‘‘reform’’ that emerges from the
current, overheated, political context. The
president should then remind Sen. Bob Dole
and his congressional colleagues of the sen-
ator’s earlier suggestion for a presidential
commission on Medicare that would not re-
port until after the 1996 elections. Handing
off to a commission really is the right thing
to do now just as it was in achieving sensible
tension reforms in the early 1980s.
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NATO ENLARGEMENT AND RUSSIA

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 5, 1995

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, on October
10, 1995, I wrote to Secretary of State Chris-
topher concerning a study on NATO enlarge-
ment, issued by NATO in September 1995. I
asked a number of questions about the study
and the Russia factor in NATO policy. On No-
vember 28, 1995, I received a detailed reply
from the State Department. I would like to
bring the correspondence to the attention of
my colleagues. The text follows:

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
RELATIONS,

Washington, DC, October 10, 1995.
Hon. WARREN CHRISTOPHER,
Secretary, Department of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I write with respect
to the recent study on NATO enlargement,
issued by NATO on September 20, 1995. I
would like to ask a number of questions
about the study and about the Russia factor
in NATO policy.

1. The North Atlantic Council communique
of May 30, 1995 states: ‘‘When the members of
the Alliance decide to invite new members,
their objective will be to enhance security
for all countries in Europe, without creating
dividing lines.’’

How will NATO enlargement enhance the
security of those European states that are
not invited to join NATO?

How will NATO enlargement enhance secu-
rity in Europe if key European powers—Rus-
sia, and perhaps states not invited to join
NATO—oppose that enlargement?

How can NATO enlargement avoid creating
new dividing lines in Europe?

2. The study of September 20th states:
‘‘Russia has raised concerns with respect to
the enlargement process of the Alliance.’’

Does Russia have concerns about enlarge-
ment, or does Russia oppose NATO enlarge-
ment?

What is the impact of recent NATO air-
strikes in Bosnia on Russia’s perspective on
NATO enlargement?

Does any political figure in Russia today
support enlargement of NATO?

How do you respond to the stated views of
leading Russian reformers that NATO en-
largement undercuts political and economic
reform and reformers, and enhances reac-
tionary forces in Russia?

3. President Yeltsin stated last month that
NATO’s expansion to the ‘‘borders of Russia’’
would ‘‘light the fires of war all over Eu-
rope.’’

How do you respond to Russian statements
that NATO enlargement will re-create new
and hostile blocs in Europe?

4. How do you expect Russia to respond to
NATO enlargement?

Would you expect increased pressure by
Russia on neighboring states?

Would you expect Russia to repudiate arms
control agreements, or try to re-create mili-
tary alliances?

How would military confrontation between
NATO and a non-communist Russia serve the
interests of the United States?

5. What is your strategy for convincing
Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and other states
that NATO enlargement enhances their secu-
rity?

What precise relationship do you envisage
between an enlarged NATO and Russia?

6. The NATO study of September 20th men-
tions that NATO aims to achieve a ‘‘political

framework for NATO-Russia relations’’ by
the end of the year.

What is the content of that proposed
NATO-Russia framework?

When the study mentions ‘‘elaborating
basic principles for security cooperation,’’
what does that mean? What are those basic
principles?

When the study mentions ‘‘the develop-
ment of mutual political consultations,’’
what does that mean? How would that differ
from current consultation?

7. The NATO study makes the following
statements:

(Paragraph 23) ‘‘We have agreed that con-
structive, cooperative relations of mutual
respect, benefit and friendship between the
Alliance and Russia are a key element for se-
curity and stability in Europe.’’

(Paragraph 27) ‘‘NATO decisions, however,
cannot be subject to any veto or droit de re-
gard by a non-member state . . . ’’

How do you reconcile these statements?
If NATO decides to admit new members

over the objections of Russia, how would this
create constructive, cooperative relations
between NATO and Russia?

How would enlargement of NATO over Rus-
sia’s objections enhance security and stabil-
ity in Europe?

I appreciate that these questions are dif-
ficult, but I believe your answers are impor-
tant in enhancing articulation and public
understanding of U.S. and NATO policy.

I look forward to your early reply.
With best regards.

Sincerely,
LEE H. HAMILTON,

Ranking Democratic Member.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, DC, November 28, 1995.

DEAR MR. HAMILTON: You have asked a
thoughtful series of questions on NATO en-
largement and NATO-Russia relations in
your October 10 letter to Secretary Chris-
topher. Agreement on a new framework for
security cooperation in Europe is a task of
historic proportions. Your voice has been one
of the most consistent in support of a strong,
decisive U.S. role in the world. We have espe-
cially appreciated your support for our com-
prehensive approach to European security, of
which NATO enlargement is a very impor-
tant component.

In preparing this reply, we welcomed the
opportunity to review and sharpen our own
thinking on these key issues. Because the se-
curity situation in Europe is continuously
evolving, we and our NATO allies have
sought to be flexible in responding to the
fundamental changes that have taken place
since 1989. However, we have been firm and
absolute in our commitment that Alliance
policies be inclusive rather than exclusive.
This has been especially true in regard to
Russia and NATO-Russian relations.

Your letter begins by asking how NATO’s
eventual enlargement will enhance the secu-
rity of non-members and avoid the creation
of new divisions in Europe. Before turning
directly to that question, I want to make
two important points. First, the Alliance’s
failure to expand would not be consistent
with the evolutionary changes taking place
in Europe. A number of European states have
made tremendous political and economic
progress in recent years and will soon be
ready for full membership in various West-
ern institutions. To exclude the possibility
of their eventual NATO membership would
condemn these countries to a security ‘‘grey
zone,’’ which would itself be a source of in-
stability. Moreover, it would freeze the Alli-
ance within artificial boundaries—set by the
historical anomaly of the Cold War—at the
same time other institutions are adapting to
meet new political, economic and security

realities. Instead, as Secretary Christopher
has said, ‘‘Europe’s institutional arrange-
ments should be determined by the objective
demands of the present, not the tragedies of
Europe’s past.’’

Second, NATO’s eventual enlargement will
not take place in a vacuum. It represents but
one aspect of our approach to the broader
evolution of Europe’s security architecture.
European affairs can no longer be defined
within the old ‘‘zero-sum’’ framework; the
security of one state is indivisible from the
security of all. Bodies such as the European
Union (EU), the Western European Union
(WEU), the Council of Europe (COE) and es-
pecially the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) will each play
important roles as economic, political and
security institutions continue to adapt and
develop over the coming years. Each of these
bodies contributes to European integration
and stability. While NATO remains the key
link between the U.S. and Europe, we should
avoid lending credence to the false notion
that NATO is the only organization with a
direct impact on the European security
equation.

It is within this overall framework that
NATO can expand without creating new divi-
sions in Europe. Because those states which
do not join the Alliance—either early or at
all—will continue to participate in European
bodies like the OSCE, they will not be ex-
cluded from key decision-making institu-
tions. While we reject any suggestion that
the OSCE should assume the role of NATO’s
overseer, we nonetheless recognize that as
the only all-European institution the OSCE
plays a unique role in setting the European
political and security agenda. For that rea-
son, we are supporting the OSCE’s ongoing
work on a European security model for the
next century and have consistently pushed
for practical steps to enhance the organiza-
tion’s effectiveness.

Moreover, we do not accept the view that
integration can only be achieved through
membership in a particular institution. In
some cases, membership is appropriate;
NATO’s expansion process will determine
which states should join the Alliance. But in
many other cases, active diplomatic engage-
ment with an organization can be almost as
useful as membership. A good example of
this is the U.S. relationship with the Euro-
pean Union; we may not have a vote in EU
councils, but through an active program of
consultation and policy coordination we can
often influence EU decisions. The two key
elements in NATO’s evolution and program
of outreach have thus been the creation of
the North Atlantic Cooperation Council
(NACC) and the Partnership for Peace (PFP),
which provides fora for non-member states
to engage directly and consult closely with
NATO.

The NACC and PFP ensure that non-mem-
bers are able to cooperate with the Alliance
on key European security issues. Russia and
other states have taken full advantage of the
opportunities thus provided to make their
views known on a host of issues. Moreover,
states which do not eventually join the Alli-
ance can remain active members of the
NACC and PFP. The post-expansion Alliance
will not shut itself off from the rest of Eu-
rope; an enlarged NATO will have the same
need for interaction and close relationships
with non-members that currently exists. By
expanding its membership and by maintain-
ing these important and productive relation-
ships, NATO will avoid either the reality or
the appearance of creating new divisions or
new blocs in Europe.

Turning to your questions regarding Rus-
sian concerns about NATO enlargement and
the future of NATO-Russia relations, the Al-
liance and Russia have a complex, still
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evolving relationship, which we hope will be-
come a crucial element of the emerging Eu-
ropean security architecture. This is not to
suggest that NATO-Russia relations are
without strain. As you note, Russian offi-
cials have objected to NATO actions in the
former Yugoslavia, asserting that the Alli-
ance acted without properly consulting other
interested states. While we reject such con-
tentions—NATO acted under a clear UN Se-
curity Council mandate—the fact remains
that many Russians perceive themselves and
their country as having been marginalized.
Similarly, President Yeltsin and other senior
Russian officials have voiced serious con-
cerns about NATO’s enlargement, often in
quite stark terms.

Although Moscow’s opposition to NATO
enlargement is often based on
misperceptions, we nevertheless recognize
that these arguments must be addressed.
Similarly, Russian concerns about their
stature in European affairs are real, but our
bilateral discussions—most recently at Hyde
Park—have made clear that both sides re-
main committed to promoting Russia’s inte-
gration into key Western structures. The
Russian leadership understands that altering
or otherwise slowing this course would only
isolate Russia and hinder reform at home.
While we must be careful neither to under-
estimate nor exaggerate the importance of
European security matters in Russian do-
mestic politics, Russian views will continue
to evolve and we must be prepared for a
lengthy—and sometimes heated—dialogue
with the Russian government.

To put the broader issue of NATO-Russia
relations in context, you should recall that
the Alliance has engaged in a concerted ef-
fort to develop a close, cooperative partner-
ship with the new Russia. Even before the
break-up of the Soviet Union, NATO had
sought to establish productive, non-adversar-
ial relations with Moscow. With the dissolu-
tion of both the Warsaw Pact and the USSR,
NATO created the North Atlantic Coopera-
tion Council and the Russian Federation be-
came one of its first members. This consult-
ative arrangement set the stage for the es-
tablishment early last year of the Partner-
ship for Peace, which Russia joined in June
1994. Within PFP, Russia has had the oppor-
tunity to engage directly with the Alliance
to develop the capability of working with
NATO in support of common interests and
goals in Europe.

Moreover, under the ‘‘Beyond PFP’’ ar-
rangement approved this past May, NATO
and Russia have agreed to take their rela-
tionship a step further in terms of consulta-
tions and active cooperation. Finally, as you
note in your letter, the Alliance has offered
to develop a ‘‘political framework’’ for fu-
ture NATO-Russia relations. As we envision
it, in the near term NATO and Russia would
agree on the basic principles which would
guide the relationship well into the 21st cen-
tury; NATO has already tabled a draft—
which draws heavily on existing documents
and agreements—for Russia’s consideration.
Once the final principles are hammered out,
we would work together to turn them into a
more formal, long-term understanding that
would facilitate NATO-Russian cooperation.

Russia, therefore, already has a quite sig-
nificant relationship with NATO. The key
determinant in how our relations develop
will be Russia’s implementation of the var-
ious partnership mechanisms now available.
This is an ongoing, evolutionary process,
which will certainly be affected to some de-
gree by the domestic political climate in
Russia. We remain convinced, however, that
Russian government will recognize that it is
to Moscow’s advantage to develop and main-
tain a close relationship with the Alliance as
part of Russia’s overall policy toward Eu-

rope. While no Russian leader has publicly
endorsed NATO’s enlargement, senior offi-
cials—including President Yeltsin—have re-
peatedly acknowledged the importance of
partnership with NATO and the West.

Thus, in policy-level discussions with the
Russians we will continue to state clearly
that NATO is willing to go the extra mile in
developing an effective partnership with
Russia, that the Alliance’s eventual enlarge-
ment is not aimed against Russia or any
other state, and that Moscow’s interests
would not be served by repudiating the still-
evolving NATO-Russian relationship (or any
arms control agreements) because of NATO
expansion. We will also continue to monitor
carefully reports of undue Russian pressure
on neighboring states to create new military
blocs, as well as reports of Russian plans for
military responses to NATO’s enlargement.
As necessary, we will make clear that such
moves would only isolate Russia, impeding
its further integration into the European
mainstream.

Our demonstrated commitment to partner-
ship and cooperation has already alleviated
some of the fears and concerns expressed by
Russian officials. For example, our active ef-
fort to involve the Russians in the imple-
mentation of a Bosnian peace settlement has
demonstrated we do not want to go it alone.
Instead, we have engaged in an intensive, on-
going dialogue with the Russians on this sen-
sitive issue, most recently between President
Clinton and president Yeltsin on October 23
and between Secretary of Defense Perry and
Minister of Defense Grachev on November 8.
While we will not compromise on the abso-
lute need for an effective, NATO-led oper-
ation, if we are ultimately able to settle on
a workable arrangement for Russian engage-
ment we will have helped assuage Russian
concerns that NATO is only interested in
marginalizing Moscow.

In your final question you ask how the
statements ‘‘We have agreed that construc-
tive, cooperative relations of mutual respect,
benefit and friendship between the Alliance
and Russia are a key element for security
and stability in Europe’’ and ‘‘NATO deci-
sions, however, cannot be subject to any veto
or droit de regard by a non-member
state . . .’’ can be reconciled. But these
statements are not, in fact, contradictory.
Notwithstanding NATO’s approach to en-
largement, the Alliance has a strategic in-
terest in seeking constructive, cooperative
relations with Russia. The fact that we are
actively planning to expand simply means
that the enhanced Russian-NATO relation-
ship will be with a larger NATO. We will lis-
ten to Russia’s concerns about enlargement
just as we listen to the thoughts of our other
partners; their views will be taken into con-
sideration and will certainly influence our
thinking. But influence and a veto are two
quite different things; neither Russia nor
any other non-member will have a veto over
Alliance membership (or any other) deci-
sions.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond
to your thoughtful questions. We look for-
ward to continuing our exchange as the Alli-
ance moves closer to enlargement and as
NATO-Russian relations continue to develop.

Sincerely,
WENDY R. SHERMAN,

Assistant Secretary for
Legislative Affairs.

THE ADMINISTRATION NEEDS TO
SUPPORT TAIWAN

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 5, 1995
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, recently A.M.

Rosenthal of the New York Times wrote two
thought provoking articles regarding Taiwan.
He points out how the administration’s appar-
ent weakness in supporting our democratic
friends there plays into the hands of the dic-
tators in Beijing.

There are a number of territorial disputes in
Asia. One of the most contentious is the own-
ership and future of the island of Taiwan.
Regretably, short of an early collapse of the
dictatorship in Beijing, the 45-year-old stale-
mate over the issue shows no signs of an im-
mediate resolution.

Taiwan is a free democracy. A nation where
people can express their thoughts and prac-
tice their religious beliefs. Through the long
years it has remained a loyal friend and stead-
fast ally of the United States. The Republic of
China is one of Asia’s economic miracles fea-
turing a strong and growing economy with less
than 1-percent unemployment. From our per-
spective this is the type of free and democratic
society we need to support in the region and
around the world. On the other hand we have
the People’s Republic of China. The Beijing
leadership has repeatedly proven itself over
the years to be an oppressive dictatorship with
little regard for human and religious rights,
much less political freedom. Its military fought
against ours in Korea, supported the Com-
munists in North Vietnam, and currently ships
weapons of mass destruction to terrorist na-
tions in the Middle East.

For the past 10 years whenever an effort
was attempted by the Congress to respond to
Beijing’s egregious behavior we were told, that
there is a political transition period underway
in China and if we took any substantive action
we would be strengthening the hands of the
hardliners.

And so for the last decade, whenever the
Congress attempted to respond to China’s ex-
port of products made by slave labor, we were
told by the State Department to back off.

When we raised the issue of the Com-
munist’s repression of religious and political
thought, the State Department told us that
economic liberalization will bring about political
pluralism.

Accordingly, Beijing has never paid a price
for its unfair trade practices, arms proliferation,
repression in occupied Tibet, massive military
buildup, the recent aggression in the Spratly
Islands, its disregard for intellectual property
rights, its illegal detention of Harry Wu, an
American citizen, and its threatening military
exercise off the cost of Taiwan. On the con-
trary, the State Department believes that we
need to further soften our approach to Beijing.

I am all for working peacefully and negotiat-
ing quietly with the Chinese. But time and time
again, the State Department has failed to
bring home the bacon. Constructive engage-
ment cannot be just a one way endeavor. The
State Department needs to recognize this and
adjust its course.

Considering all these facts, the Congress is
compelled to ask if Taiwan’s time has come to
be recognized by the world’s community of na-
tions. And if so, what can this body do to help
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